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FEATURES OF EXPLICATION OF LOVE
BY REPRESENTATIVES OF THE SECOND SOPHISTIC

In the article, on the basis of the problem approach, a historical-philosophical reconstruction of the understanding of love in
the movement of the second sophistic is performed. Its features and contribution to the development of the implicit philosophy
of love are considered. It is proved that in the movement of the second sophistic, for the first time in historical and philosophical
discourse, we can see an explicit thought about love not just as a feeling, but as a huge work, which involves incredible efforts
and tensions of the participants in love discourse. The thinkers of the second sophistic also emphasized the rationality of the
nature of love, thus such an understanding of love significantly raises it to such a height among all other human feelings. There-
fore, love, which is able to know everything around and helps a person to know the Other, is not mercantile or evaluative, but
creates in the human soul responsibility for the one she loves. It is revealed that the peculiarity of the explication of love in the
second sophistic is also the understanding of love as a phenomenon of power, and the discourse of love as a discourse of war
and conquest. It is these sentences that largely determined the course of development of the Renaissance philosophy of love
and the emergence of courtly culture. It is shown that it is this school of the history of ancient philosophy that paid great atten-
tion to understanding parental love, emphasizing not just the connection and proximity to the animal world, but revealing the

timeless depth and meaning of the relationship between children and parents.
Keywords: second sophistic, ancient philosophy, love, human life, nature of love ancient philosophy of love.

The theme of love has always been at the center of
philosophical thought since ancient times. In ancient phi-
losophy, understanding the problem of love was relevant
in philosophical treatises from Empedocles to Plotinus. At
the same time, we can talk about "blank spots" in scien-
tific works devoted to the development of the ancient phi-
losophy of love. Therefore, in this context, the Socratic
schools, the Peripatetics, and, undoubtedly, the second
sophistic are little studied.

We state the fact that recently a number of fundamental
monographs have been published devoted to the study of
the second sophistic, such as the works of D. Richter [26],
T. Schmidt [27], T. Whitmarsh [28], but the theme of love in
they are touched upon only slightly and rather briefly. At
the same time, we can note the works of S. Goldhill [22]
and A. Richlin [25], which highlight the analyzed issues in
the context of understanding the love practices of this time,
and also as an aspect of the ethical views of one or anoth-
er representative of this direction of ancient philosophy.

As early as the 2nd century AC, Flavius Philostratus, in
his famous work "Lives of the Sophists", namely about forty
people as the second sophistic. Modern scientists have
about thirty people who can be attributed to the second
sophistic. Realizing that the volume of the article does not
allow us to consider the heritage of all its representatives,
and also based on the fact that history, geography, military
science or literary art (novels) were also at the center of
the creative and scientific activities of a number of repre-
sentatives, we limited ourselves to the works of Aulus Gel-
lius, Athenaeus, Dio Chrysostom, Lucian, Plutarch, Flavius
Philostratus, Claudius Aelianus.

With all this, we understand that it is difficult to talk
about a consistent and holistic concept of understanding
love in the second sophistic, for example, as it was in the
classical period, in the context of Corpus Platonicum and
Corpus Aristotelicum. But this does not prevent us from
showing the specifics and features of the explication of
love in this period of the sophistic movement. Therefore,
for us, the methodological basis of the study is not so much
a chronological as a problematic approach. Hence, the
purpose of the presented article is a comprehensive con-
sideration of the phenomenon of love in the second sophistic.
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In our opinion, conceptually it is possible to single
out two areas of the themes of understanding the onto-
logical aspects of love during the studied period of an-
cient thought:

a) "cross-cutting", which are present throughout ancient
philosophy — the ambivalence of the nature of love (Ath.XIlI
14)', love gives rise to the desire for beauty (Philostr.VSII
18 (599)), love is "wider" than friendship and promotes
unity in society (Ath.XIII 12);

b) "innovative" — love is work (Luc.DDeor. Il 2, Ath.XIll 11),
Eros has no power over the goddesses Artemis and Athe-
na (Luc.DDeor. XIX 1-2).

Let's consider each of them further separately.

Athenaeus, speaking of the ambivalence of love, em-
phasizes that Eros has two arrows: "One brings a good lot
to us, The other confuses life with turmoil" (10 pév €m’
evaiwvi TUXQ, 10 & £ ouyxuoel Bo)). This idea of Athe-
naeus is consonant with such his predecessors as Cynic
Cercidas (fr.6) and Plato (See: Symp. 203d-204a). There-
fore, "with the advent of love, as Y. Riurikov emphasizes,
we embark on a path where not only the joys of life in-
crease sharply, but even more its difficulties, its pain, anxi-
eties. This is a completely new stimulus among the stimuli
of human behavior, and it throws its reflection on all other
stimuli, shifts their balance, changes their proportions dra-
matically. The simplicity of human life is now disappearing,
the birth of love complicates individual life, depriving it of
clarity, integrity and clear certainty" [11, p. 35].

At the same time, it should be emphasized that in the
context of the development of ancient philosophy, the "red
thread" was a discussion about the relationship between
friendship and love. The legacy of representatives of the
second sophistic is no exception in this regard. So, for ex-
ample, Athenaeus emphasizes that it is not friendship that
leads to Eros, but vice versa, and that thanks to him, har-
mony in the city is possible (See: Ath.XIll 12). thus implicit-
ly saying that friendship is higher than passionate desires,
it is higher than any kind of lust. Friendship is higher, be-
cause it is she who is able to lead to agreement and keep
the world in one or another political system.

' Citation of ancient authors is carried out according to the
original texts. Therefore, the generally accepted pagination is used.
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The consistency of the idea of ancient philosophy about
the connection and direct influence of love-friendship on
the social system and order is obvious. After all, even Aris-
totle in Politics writes that "Benevolent (friendly) relations
are a great blessing for states (after all, in the presence of
these relations, fewer strife is possible), and Socrates gen-
erally praises the unity of the state, and this unity, as he
himself, perhaps , asserts, is the result of benevolent rela-
tions (as is known, Aristophanes speaks about this in his
speech on love, namely, that those who love, as a result of
their strong love, strive for merging, strive to become one
from two beings)" (Polit. 1262b).

Therefore, both in the classical period and during the
second sophistic, thinkers realized: "love goes beyond indi-
vidual relationships and circumstances, it affects the entire
social and cultural life of mankind. It acts as the driving force
behind man's creative progress towards a fuller eternal truth,
a more worthy eternal virtue, a purer eternal beauty, a pro-
found eternal freedom, and the most eternal forms of social
life and institutions. Throughout history, every positive step
in this direction has been inspired and "driven by the energy"
of love, while the regressive step back from these values has
been driven by hatred" [13, p. 134].

In addition to the ambivalence of love and its importance
for society, in the work of representatives of the second so-
phistic we can observe a "cross-cutting" theme of the aes-
thetic nature of love. In particular, Flavius Philostratus writes
about the connection between love and beauty ("Epwg, 6
ToU K@AAoug TTatip), emphasizing that love is the creator of
beauty. There is clearly an allusion to Plato's "Symposium"
(See: Symp.204b). Therefore, one can really say that the
path of love is the path of beauty. Love cannot give birth to
something ugly. It is the feeling of beauty that arises only on
the path of love that is able to make a person a personality,
deprives him of various kinds of animal instincts, bestows on
him humanity. Consequently, love is an ontological restruc-
turing of human existence, since selfishness is replaced by
sacrifice, the stingy become generous, the arrogant is trans-
formed into the humble. This is the beauty and depth of love
as a relationship between a loving couple, and regarding the
people around us, friends.

In this regard, it would be appropriate to recall the follow-
ing thought of G.-G. Gadamer "The essence of beauty is not
at all in opposition to reality or in contrast to reality. Beauty,
no matter how unexpected it may arise, is already like a
guarantee that the true does not stay somewhere inaccessi-
ble distance, but goes towards us in reality, despite all its
chaos and imperfection, all its intractability, all the absurdi-
ties, one-sidedness and the fatal mistakes associated with it.
This is the ontological function of the beautiful: "to bridge"
over the abyss separating the ideal and the real" [3, p. 80].

At the same time, it is especially important to study the
creativity of representatives of the second sophistic due to
the fact that they not only continued the "cross-cutting"
themes of the ancient philosophy of love, but also contrib-
uted new ideas for its further development.

So, Lucian in "Dialogues of the Gods" writes about love
as a huge work that involves a lot of effort. So in the dia-
logue of Zeus and Eros we read the following: "I will not
refuse love, but | want it to cost me less labor" (Luc.DDeor. Il 2).
We also find something similar in Athenaeus, who, turning
to Eros: "Or make it so that, enchanted by him, the labors
of love are carried easily and happily" (Ath. XIIl 11). This
understanding of love as labor in an explicit form is an in-
novation for ancient philosophy. We can say that for an
ancient thinker, love is not only a feeling, but an "alloy" of
various kinds of elements — care, forgiveness, attention,
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responsibility, respect, tenderness, passion, etc. It is in this
complexity that he sees that love can well be called a spe-
cial labor. Indeed, in this context, one can agree with the
thought of O. Zubets "the labor of love means that love
brings with it many misfortunes, a love story is full of diffi-
culties. Love in itself inevitably puts forward trials, because
it goes beyond the existing value-normative system... If
love is work, then it must grow, develop, especially pass
the test of time. It is not enough just to meet, you also have
to fight in order to cherish and grow this love so that it does
not lose its healing power" [5, p. 5].

Lucian also says that Eros has no power over a number
of ancient Greek goddesses (Luc. DDeor. XIX 1-2), then, in
our opinion, she implicitly also has a number of philosophi-
cal meanings. So, in particular, the ancient Greek thinker
writes that Eros has no power over Athena, since the latter
does not want to love and is terrible in appearance. Per-
haps here is an allusion to the well-known thought of the
Stoic Hecato of Rhodes, which Seneca quotes: "if you want
to be loved, love" (Sen. Luc. IX, 6). This also applies to
Lucian's maxim about Artemis. But at the same time, he
adds in relation to her that she has "her own love" — for
hunting. Consequently, he has no power over those who
have a different hobby, and who see the meaning of life,
their existence in other manifestations of desire, passion, etc.

Summing up, we can conclude that the representatives
of the second sophistic both continued the "cross-cutting"
themes of understanding the ontological aspects of love in
antiquity and introduced some innovative ideas in its de-
velopment. This makes it possible to talk about the special
contribution of the thinkers of this movement in the history
of philosophical reflections on love.

Both in early and classical ancient Greek philosophy,
and in the movement of the second sophistic, thinkers did
not bypass questions concerning the epistemological es-
sence of love — primarily about its reasonableness or unrea-
sonableness. Within the framework of the movement under
study, one can see both positive and negative solutions to
the problem of the relationship between reason and love.

As for the negative understanding, Flavius Philostratus in
the "Lives of the Sophists" emphasizes: "Among the young
lovers, not a single retains the mind" (ka1 yop dr kai véol
PWVTEG AOTIG auTWV Touv £xel (Philostr. VIII 517) ). In some
moments, indeed, love makes people "stupid”, "blind", and
"deaf". Such her manifests itself in the fact that it can be
destroyed, which is incompatible with it — pride, vanity, impa-
tience, unforgiveness, envy, lies. However, love is compas-
sionate and always "sees", and "hears" where there is for-
giveness, understanding, truth, patience, etc.

Therefore, the Western thinker Z. Bauman correctly
notes: "Love is afraid of reason; the mind is afraid of love.
One stubbornly tries to do without the other. But when
they succeed, expect trouble. Such, in the briefest sum-
mary, are the vicissitudes of love. And reason. Separating
them from each other means disaster. But in their dia-
logue, if it happens, an acceptable modus vivendi is rarely
born. Reason and love speak different, hard-to-translate
languages; the exchange of words leads rather to deep-
ening mutual disagreement and suspicion than to true
understanding and sympathy. In fact, love and reason are
much less likely to exchange opinions than just try to out-
shout each other. Reason expresses itself better than
love, and therefore it is painfully difficult, if not impossible
at all, to defend its rights" [1, p. 204].

At the same time, Athenaeus, quoting Euripides, does
not agree with the above thought of Philostratus and em-
phasizes that Eros is a "child of wisdom" (maideupa
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0""Epwg cogiag) (Ath.XIII 11). Accordingly, love, according
to this representative of the second sophistic, cannot exist
outside the mind, prudent activity. Without mutual under-
standing as an attribute, love will be an empty feeling. Be-
ing in the middle between Heaven and people, love per-
forms primarily a verbal service. This is precisely its main
function and strength. Love is a hermeneutic (daiudviov
¢punveiov), which gives people an understanding of divine
truth. It is in this perspective that Plato speaks of erotic
knowledge: he means knowledge that begins with love [15,
p. 63]. Love seeks knowledge and at the same time pos-
sesses it. Indeed, one can speak of "the meaning of love
as an intention of cognition, penetration into the essence of
the existing other, in a sense of value, thanks to which a
person is combined with the spiritual space of freedom and
becomes a being for himself" [7, p. 138].

We also find the following in Athenaeus: "Who says that
lovers are crazy, Probably, he himself was of a stupid... |
myself have now fallen in love with a girl-citharist, Silly,
tiny, so am | stupid?" (ti¢ @noi ToUG £pGviag ouxi volv
gxev; i o0 Tig 0TI TOUG TPATTOUG APREATEPOG. .. £y WiV OOV
KaUTOG KIBaplioTpiag ép@v, TaIdOg KOpnG, oU volv Exw
TPOG TV Bev;) (Ath. XllI14). Based on this, we can con-
clude that in fact, love is a unique and only way to know
your neighbour: "no one can know the essence of another
person until he loves it. In the spiritual act of love, a person
becomes able to see the features and characteristics of a
loved one, and even more, she sees potential in him that
which is not discovered but must be invented" [2, p. 37].

Such an understanding of love significantly raises it
to such a height among all other human feelings. There-
fore, love, which is able to know everything around and
helps a person to know the Other, is not mercantile or
evaluative, but creates in the human soul responsibility
for the one she loves.

The reason is an indispensable assistant for love in un-
derstanding the Other, because "nature itself, the essence
of love, is not in the comprehension and mastery of the
object of love, not in the fulfilment of desire, but in the fact
that it is the way to comprehend the object of desire, which
is always distant and necessarily external in relation to the
soul of the lover" [5, p. 364].

Plutarch, as if connecting these maxims, says: "...I un-
derstood: the painters have no idea about the god Eros,
and indeed everyone who depicts him. After all, Eros is not
a man, and not a woman, not a man, not a god, not stupid,
not wise Eros, but collects qualities from everywhere,
merging all the features in a single image: courage from a
man, timidity of a woman, stupidity of a madman, prudence
of a man"(Ath. XIII 13). Here one can clearly feel the allu-
sions to the myth of the birth of Eros from Poros and Penia,
displayed in Plato's "Symposium".

Consequently, we see that within the framework of the
second sophistic, thoughts are heard that both deny and
affirm the close connection between reason and love. At
the same time, there are thoughts that speak about the
ambivalence of love in the epistemological context.

The understanding of love in human life in the context
of the heritage of the second sophistic manifests itself in
different aspects. Considering their work, in our opinion,
the following topics can be especially distinguished:

% the discourse of love as power over each other;

% relationships between lovers as a war (struggle, battle);

% the significance of the eyes for those who love;

% suffering from loved ones;

% the love between parents and children.

Let's analyze each of them more carefully.
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Lucian writes in "Conversations of the Gods": "Love re-
ally owns and leads, as they say, by the nose wherever it
wants, and you go wherever it leads you, and unquestion-
ingly turn into whatever it orders. You are a real slave and
toy of love" (5ol pév Kai TTavu oUTAG ye SeaTTETNG 0TI Kai
Ayel o€ kai épel TAg PIVOG, gaaiv, EAKwy, Kai aU £TTn auT®
€vOa av nyfTai ool, kai GAAGTTN padiwg £¢ O TI v KeAeuon,
kai 6Awg kTipa kai Taidid To0  EpwTog o0 yE:)
(Luc.DDeor.VI 3).

Therefore, the one who is loved has power and authority.
However, "love, as S. Solovyova emphasizes, reigns in a
completely different way, then it might seem at first glance.
The two power channels of love are tenderness (refusal of
pressure, energy that envelops the Other) and passion (an
open demonstration of strength presented as a challenge).
Tenderness as a type of strength gives rise to the patroniz-
ing nature of power in love. With passion in a close circle are
sexuality, jealousy, aggression, care, participation, support
are associated with tenderness" [12, p. 25-26].

Being so strong, love grants power to those who are in
its power. Therefore, lovers are able to endure everything.
"She (love — V.T.) always lends her shoulder to the Other
in order to support him. She is always by his side, no mat-
ter how he develops and manifests himself. Love remains
with a person in all his wanderings and confusions. She is
capable of this only because she believes in everything
and hopes for everything because she sees goodness in
the Other and hopes that this good grain will manifest itself
more and more in him. Her power is like a pillar on which
the building of mutual relations rests" [6, p. 107].

At the same time, in the concepts of the second sophis-
tic, one of the main thoughts is the idea of the discourse of
love as the discourse of war. As proof, the following quotes
can be distinguished:

1) "Lovers need not military weapons, but musical ones".

2) "Those who do not know love are difficult in the bat-
tle to measure the forces with someone who is in love"
(EpGvT Avdpi TIC OUK €v £TTelyolong TG Kaig Kaig ToU ToUk
Qv cupypicket).

3) "as in a war, he (a lover —V.T.) has to be ready, in
eternal tension, be patient and serve desire, create, hurry,
take courage, be resourceful and in the dead end — oh,
bitter fate!" (Ath. XIIl 14).

In the French thinker D. de Rougemont we find: "Start-
ing from antiquity, poets used military metaphors to de-
scribe natural love. The god of love is an archer who
shoots deadly arrows. A woman is given to a man who
conquers her because he is the most successful warrior.
The stake of the Trojan War is the possession of a wom-
an. And one of the oldest novels at our disposal, Thea-
genes and Chariclea by Heliodorus (3rd century), already
tells of the "battles for love" and the "delightful defeat" of
one who surrenders under the arrows of Eros, which can-
not be avoided" [10, p. 268].

At the same time, in the second sophistic, we encoun-
ter the idea of the special importance of the eyes in the
discourse of love. This is emphasized by Athenaeus in his
"Deipnosophistae" (See: Ath.XIll 16-17). The great im-
portance of the eyes for those who love is due to the fact
that according to D.P. Manoussakis: "it is thanks to sight
that we are able to know what is ours and what is not" [9,
p. 38] since we look at the Other as at ourselves. Starting
the discourse of love (not falling in love), we recognize our-
selves and find ourselves in the Other as in a mirror. When
the eyes saw something negative in the Other, it is neces-
sary to look for and correct the same ftrait in oneself. The
object of love is a person who will help us improve our-
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selves. No need to look for psychologists, psychoanalysts,
or someone who would advise how to live, how to be bet-
ter. The main thing is the eyes, a look at the soulmate; she
is our mirror, able to show all our shortcomings, moreover,
without diminishing the strength of her love for us.

Even in antiquity, it was understood that there is "inner
vision", which D. von Hildebrand speaks of. It means the
ability to see in the beloved person the deep; look with
eyes not mercantile, evaluative, but full of hope and faith.
Otherwise, according to the German thinker: "By appealing
to the "external sight", we can make the lover perceive the
humility of the object of love as "slavish obedience", his
chastity as stupidity, his principled fidelity as pedantry, or
even as a sign of mediocrity, his desire for truth. like arro-
gance and fanaticism...You can destroy the charm of beau-
ty with some unfortunate joke, saying, for example, that a
person has a too long or short nose, that traces of the fad-
ing of beauty are visible" [4, p. 569].

That is why vision (contemplation, sight), eyes are of
key importance in love discourse. The thinkers emphasize
that the eyes influence not only the beginning of a love
discourse, but also the entire subsequent love story, and
also note that the eyes sometimes serve as a means of
cognition, a specific form of communication between loving
personalities. The very feeling of love for its bearer has a
powerful epistemological potential, capable of knowing
much better and deeper the Other, the world and oneself.

However, in the second sophistic we can meet not only
"rosy" aspects of understanding the relationship of lovers,
but also realistic ones, namely, those relating to the mean-
ing of suffering between the object and the subject of love.

So, in particular, Lucian in "Nigrinus" notes such a
moment in the discourse of love: "Lovers far from their
loved ones remember their actions and words and,
spending time in this way, drown out their suffering with
self-deception, since it seems to them that their loved
ones are with them; some even imagine that they are
talking to them, and admire what they have heard before,
as if it were said now; occupied with memories of the
past, they have no time to be weary of the present" (Luc.
Nigr. 7). And, indeed, the object of love most often caus-
es suffering and trials for us.

Therefore, love is the direct perception of the absolute
value of a person; in this capacity, she is a reverent atti-
tude towards her, a joyful perception of her essence, de-
spite all her shortcomings, a transfer of the meaning of
existence to her beloved person [14, p. 101-102].

The second sophistic is also attentive to the philo-
sophical understanding of parental love. So, Aulus Gellius
says that parental love is given by nature: "This nature,
already from the very beginning saturated with the sub-
stance of the father's seed, also forms a new innate
property from the soul and body of the mother. And be-
sides everything else, who can ignore and neglect the
fact that (women) who abandon their newborns, refuse
them and give them to others to feed, destroy or at least
weaken that chain and bond of love with which nature
unites parents and children" (Gell.XI120-21).

In turn, Plutarch emphasizes the disinterestedness of
parental love in this way: "oudév ydp éoTiv oUTWG; ATEAES
oUd’ dmropov oUdE yuuvov oUd’ duop@ov oUdE HIapdV, WG
AvOpWTTOC £V yovoiG OPWHEVOG: (U UOVW OXESOV OUSE
KoBapav £dwkev €ig @G 030V N @UaIg, GAN aiuar
TTEQUPMEVOG Kai AUBpou  TTEPITTAEWS KAl POVEUOMEVW
MGAAOV 1 yeEVVWHEVW £0IKWG oUdevds €oTiv AywaoBal Kai
aveAéoBal kai dommacacBal kai TrepIAaBEivV | To0 @UOEI
@INOTVTOG. BIO TV PEV BAAWY {Wwv UTTO TRV YaoTépa Ta
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olBata xaAd Toug YaoToug, Taig d¢ yuvaigiv Gvw yeyovaoiv
el TO oTépvov &V €QIKTQ) ToU @IAfoal Kai TTepITITUgaI Kai
kaTtaoTrdoacBal 1o vATTIoV, WG ToU Tekelv Kal Opéwal TEAOG
oU xpeiav GAAG @IAiav €xovtog" (After all, there is nothing
so imperfect, so helpless, naked, shapeless and dirty as a
person at his birth. Because, as one might say, nature did
not even give him a clear path to the light, covered in blood
and dirt, more like a dead man than a newly born one. He
is an object that no one would like to touch, lift, kiss, or
embrace, except for those who love him with natural love.
And therefore, in certain animals the nipples for milk hang
down under the belly, and in women, they are high on the
chest, and in this way mothers can kiss, hug and caress
the child, it can be concluded that the ultimate goal of the
birth and upbringing of a child is not a certain self-interest
and simple expediency, but love) (Plut.Mor.496a-c).

Similar maxims can already be seen in Aristotle's "Ni-
comachean Ethics", where he writes: "As for the friendship
of relatives, then it obviously has many varieties, but any is
due to parental, because on the one hand, parents love
children as part of themselves On the other hand, children
love their parents, being a part of them. The knowledge of
parents that children are from them is deeper than the
knowledge of those born that they are from parents, and
"the one from whom" the born is more strongly attached to
them than the born to his creator. Indeed, what comes out
of something is native to the one from whom it comes (for
example, a tooth, hair, or whatever — for their owner), but
for what comes out, from which it comes out nothing does
not mean, or at least means less, (difference) and from the
point of view of time, namely: parents love what they have
born immediately, and the children of parents — after a cer-
tain time, when they begin to think or feel. This also makes
it clear why mothers have stronger friendships for children
than parents (Eth.Nic 1161b 16-33).

As if confirming the above thought of Plutarch, Dio
Chrysostom writes the following: "Indeed, good feelings
and respect for parents, even without training, are given to
people by nature and for the good deeds rendered by par-
ents; in fact, a child, to the best of his ability, from birth,
repays with love and affection to the one who gave birth to
him, who feeds him and loves him, and the second and
third stages of gratitude and respect are bequeathed to us
by poets and legislators: the first inspire us not to deprive
our elders of love, consanguineous and responsible for our
very existence, and the latter act by coercion and threat of
punishment for the disobedient, without clarifying or show-
ing what a parent is and what kind of good deeds they or-
der not to be left unpaid (D.Chr. XII 42-43 ). As you can
see, even in the presented text, Dio Chrysostom empha-
sizes that not only parental love is a consequence of na-
ture, but also the reverse, the love of children for parents
also has a natural root.

Having carried out a systematic analysis of the under-
standing of the main aspects of love in the works of repre-
sentatives of the second sophistic on the basis of a prob-
lematic approach, we can draw the following conclusions:

1. Representatives of the second sophistic for the first
time in the historical and philosophical discourse give an
explicit idea of love not just as a feeling, but as a huge
work that involves incredible efforts and tension.

2. A feature of the explication of love in the movement
of the second sophistic is the understanding of the es-
sence of love as a phenomenon of power, and the dis-
course of love as a discourse of war and conquest. It was
these maxims that largely determined the course of de-
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velopment of the Renaissance philosophy of love and the
emergence of courtly culture.

3. It was the thinkers of this movement in the history
of ancient philosophy who paid great attention to under-
standing parental love, emphasizing not just the connec-
tion and closeness to the animal world, but revealing the
enduring depth and meaning of the relationship between
children and parents.
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Hapinwna no peakonerii 30.05.22

KuiBcbkui HauioHanbHUI yHiBepcuTeT imeHi Tapaca LLeByeHka, KuiB, YkpaiHa

OCOBNNBOCTI EKCMNNIKALIT NtOBOBI NPEACTABHUKAMU OPYIOl CO®ICTUKU

Ha ocHoei npo6nemHozo nidxody 3dilicHeHO icmopuko-ghinocohcbKy peKOHCMPYKUito po3yMiHHSI 10608i y npedcmasHukie AOpyaoi coi-
cmuku. Po3ansiHymo i oco6nueocmi ma eHecokK y po3eumok iMmnniyumtoi ¢pinocoqpii nro6oei. [loeedeHo, wjo e Apyeili copicmuyi enepwe e
icmopuko-ginocoghcbkomMy OUCKYpci Mu MoxemMo nobayumu ekcnaiyumry OyMKy Npo KOXaHHsI He MPOoCcMmo K no4Yymmsi, a siKk 8eslu4e3Hy po-
6omy, wo eknrovac HeliMOBIpHI 3ycunns i HanpyXeHHs nrodeli, yyacHukie 1r060e8Ho020 Auckypcy. Mucnumeni dpyaoi coghicmuku makox niok-
pecnroeanu payioHanbHicms npupodu no6oei, momy make il po3ymiHHs1 icmomHo nidHocums i ceped ycix iHwux nodcbKux noyymmis. Tomy
no6oe, sika 30amHa nisHamu ece HagkoJslo i donomazae /MoOUHI nisHamu IHwWoeo, He € MepKkaHMUIbHOIO YU OYiHHOIO, @ MOPOoOdXye 8 Aywi -
OuHu eidnoegidanbHicmb 3a moa2o, ko2o 8oHa nrobums. BusieneHo, uyo ocobnueicmio ekcnnikayii no6oei y dpyeili cogpicmuyi € makox posy-
MiHHS1 o608i sIK Nposisy enadu, a QUCKypCy KoxaHHs1 sik OUCKypcy 8iliHu ma 3asoroeaHHsl. Came Ui KoHUyenyii 6azamo e YoMy eusHaqunu xio
po3eumky peHecaHcHOI ¢hinocogbii KoxaHHsI ma eUHUKHeHHS1 Kypmya3Hoi Kynbmypu. [Toka3aHo, wo came yeli eman cogicmuyHo2o pyxy npu-
dinsie eenuky yea2y po3yMiHHIO 6ambKiecbKoi 10608i, NidKpecsIorYu He MPocmo 38'a30kK i 651u3bkicmb 00 meapuHHO20 ceimy, a po3Kpuearo-
4u no3ayacoey 2n1ubuHy i 3micm cmocyHkie dimeli i 6ambkie.
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